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1: Despite its attempts at centralization, in practice the Turkish central state in the 1930s 
and 1940s continued to depend on provincial elites to carry out its policies and control 
the population.  
 
2: Adamant as it appeared in implementing and defending its reforms, the Turkish ruling 
elite was nevertheless seeking feedback from the provinces and occasionally revised its 
policies, a phenomenon the literature has failed to acknowledge.  
 
3: Popular Education and the differentiation between intellectuals and the people bears 
close similarities with the age-old distinction between the ‘state classes’ and the subject 
population of the Ottoman political theory, and as such is a readjustment of the old 
boundary within the confines of the nation-state, modernity and of their corresponding 
govermentality.  
 
4: In making sense and use of the reforms, local actors resorted to a vast array of 
accommodative tactics, discourses and practices that attempted to administer the tensions 
the Halkevi space and practices were giving rise to.  
 
5: The state vs. society bipolarity heavily employed in the academic literature is 
intrinsically related to the modernizing elite’s categories of modern vs. backward, 
progress vs. reaction.  
 
6: Social change initiated by projects of social engineering should be studied as a process 
rather than a project, within concrete sociopolitical settings.  
 
7: The actors’ reception and consumption of the reforms at the local level takes place 
within and is shaped by the local sociopolitical and cultural context.  
 
8: It is difficult to differentiate between resistance and compliance, conflict and collusion, 
and thus to analytically and conceptually treat these categories independently.  
 
9: The split between ‘Kemalist’ and ‘Islamist’ camps prevailing in modern Turkey can be 
viewed as a peculiar ‘success’ of the Kemalist/modernizing camp in making its categories 
hegemonic.  
 
10: History writing is in itself a practice of continuous contextualization of the past 
through the use and abuse of a potentially unlimited set of contexts – archival, theoretical, 
analytical, social, political and economic. Thus its products can never be final as they are 
always resistant to final closures by the very nature of the practice that creates them.  
 
11: The more programmatic a discourse appears in its attempt to achieve legitimization 
and hegemony, the more the historian must turn to the study of ‘blind spots’ and the 
investigation of silence.  
 
12: The acknowledgment that the discourse of modernity is neither universal nor singular 
can potentially lead to an underestimation of the significance its categories hold for social 
actors.  
